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PREVIOUS ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS AT 8BR240 (THE HOTEL SITE)
The paper reviews the previous investigations conducted at the Hotel Site (8BR240) while
focusing on the past archaeological surveys and historical analyses. The methodologies, archival
research, and documentation utilized during the previous investigations were analyzed for issues
and compared to the results of the Cape Canaveral Archaeological Mitigation Project (CCAMP)
during Spring 2018. One of two previous archaeological investigations lacked systematic
surveying methodologies and had poor documentation. Improvement was shown between the
initial investigation in 1984 and the second investigation in 1993, but both missed important
features of site 8BR240. Historical analyses were also reviewed for accuracy and quality of
research methodology; the Panamerican Consultants, Inc. ethnographic survey was found to have
utilized better archival research and documentation methodologies than the informal historical
account. When compared to CCAMP’s results, the difference in standards is apparent. With the
use of new technology like GPS and GIS combined with more standardized surveying
methodology, CCAMP discovered not only Cold War-era resources and possibly intact prehistoric
midden at the site but also more prehistoric and historic artifacts than had been identified by any
previous archaeological survey.
Introduction
The Hotel Site, also called the Hotel/Pier Complex (8BR240), is a historic archaeological
site on the Cape Canaveral Air Force Station (CCAFS) in Brevard County, Florida. CCAFS is
located on a strip of land that spans about 130 acres (ac) or 52.6 hectares (ha) between the
Banana River and the Atlantic Ocean. The archaeological site itself is situated on the sand dunes
between Pier Road and the Atlantic Ocean. Site 8BR240 is documented as being in “SE 1/4 SE
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1/4 S31 T23S R38E” in Cape Canaveral (Levy et al. 1984:156); Section 6, T24S, R38E was also
included in the official documentation submitted to the Florida Department of State, Division of
Historical Resources (Florida Master Site File 1995). Site 8BR240 is the former location of the
Canaveral Inn, also called the Canaveral Harbor Inn or “casino” (Levy et al. 1984:156), and the
Canaveral Pier. The hotel and pier at the site were built around 1928 and demolished following
United States government acquisition of Cape Canaveral in 1950. At the time of this report, the
site has been abandoned and empty for close to 70 years. Site 8BR240 was first recorded in 1982
and was surveyed again in 1993; at that point it was split into two separate components based on
artifact distribution: 8BR240A (the Pier) and 8BR240B (the Hotel) (Cantley et al. 1993). In
addition, two historical accounts of Cape Canaveral were written in the 2000s and included
information about 8BR240.
In 2018, CCAMP, an informal joint venture between the University of Central Florida
and the 45th Space Wing (45 SW) Cultural Resource Management Program, began a systematic
survey of site 8BR240. The survey is part of a five-year plan to conduct archaeological work in
order to mitigate major cultural loss at CCAFS sites threatened by projected sea level rise in the
next 25 years. To preserve the history and cultural significance of these threatened sites,
participants of CCAMP conduct intensive archaeological surveys and compile documents, maps,
photographs, and other data for future generations. One such threatened site is the Hotel Site
(8BR240). The work at CCAMP includes an examination of previous investigations conducted at
the site; this research is discussed later in the paper.

3

Background
As researchers analyze previous investigations, they note strengths and identify
inaccuracies, misinformation, and outdated information. This process creates a foundation upon
which to design better archaeological surveys that avoid past mistakes. In the examination of
past archaeological surveys and historical analyses at 8BR240, several issues were identified.
First, a report is only as good as its documentation. Past reports lacked details needed to interpret
the findings and was not conducted systematically, following recommended methodology. The
work of earlier researchers on 8BR240 fails to meet current standards. Such earlier mistakes
were corrected in the current CCAMP survey of site 8BR240; the correction allowed for a more
thorough examination of the site, and several new discoveries were made during the season.
These discoveries proved the effectiveness of the different methodologies employed in the
CCAMP survey.
Methodology
Archival research was aimed at obtaining maps, survey documents, primary sources, and
secondary sources relating to the project area. Data were collected from Tallahassee, Florida, in
the form of digital copies of site files. No in-person archival research was conducted by the
author due to the limitations of location, but archaeological data analysts at the Department of
State’s Division of Historical Resources conducted the search through the Florida Master Site
File (FMSF). The search focused on archaeological surveys and ethnographic studies conducted
in the project area, particularly studies that provide information on site 8BR240. Archaeologist
Tom Penders, Cultural Resource Manager for the 45 SW at CCAFS, was consulted for additional
survey documents, maps, photographs, histories of Cape Canaveral, and miscellaneous files.
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Sonny Witt’s Drawn to the Light: The History of Cape Canaveral and its People discusses the
hotel and pier at site 8BR240 briefly and was obtained from the Brevard authors section of the
Catherine Schweinsberg Rood Central Library in Cocoa, Florida. The United States Army Corps
of Engineers (USACOE), Jacksonville District, was also contacted for a copy of the CCAFS
survey conducted in 1949. However, the USACOE was unable to provide a copy of the file.
Other offices were approached for the file, but the search was unsuccessful. The author did not
find the lack of this file to prohibit analysis of the site files of investigations conducted from the
1980s to the 2000s: pertinent information from the 1949 survey is presented, in excerpted form,
in the later reports.
As part of the current research, past surveys and historical analyses were examined.
Evaluation of the efficacy and accuracy of previous investigations focused on survey
methodology, site maps, survey maps, archival research, site discoveries, and survey results.
Survey methodology and archival research were evaluated based on several modern
archaeological and historical research standards, including those presented in the Cultural
Resource Management Standards and Operational Manual (FDHR 2002) from the Florida
(FDHR) Division of Historical Resources as well as those presented in the current version of the
Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP) for CCAFS titles: 45th Space Wing
Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan for Cape Canaveral Air Force Station, Patrick
Air Force Base, and Malabar Transmitter Annex located in Brevard County, and Jonathan
Dickinson Missile Tracking Annex located in Martin County, Florida (Penders 2015). These
resources provide compliance standards from both the state government and the facility on which
site 8BR240 is located; such resources present a comprehensive overview of the standards to
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which the current survey is being held in comparison to the survey methodology and archival
research methodology employed in the past.
Results
Between 1982 and 2018, two archaeological surveys and one official historical analysis
were completed for site 8BR240. An unofficial historical account produced during the same time
period also included information on the hotel and the pier at 8BR240. Currently, CCAMP is
completing work at 8BR240 and making new discoveries by adopting new technologies and
contemporary survey methodologies. Following is a report on both archaeological surveys, the
historical analysis, and the historical account, as well as an overview of the differences between
the previous surveys and the work done by CCAMP.

Resource Analysts, Inc. Investigation
The Hotel Site (8BR240) was first recorded by Resource Analysts, Inc. (RAI) in 1984
during their survey of the archaeological sites at Cape Canaveral Air Force Station (CCAFS) for
the United States Air Force (USAF). During the course of their work at the Cape, RAI surveyed
six old sites and recorded 26 new sites, including site 8BR240. Upon discovery, the Hotel Site
was temporarily designated as CC52 for the course of the RAI survey. Then, in 1982, RAI
submitted a site form for the Hotel Site to the FDHR, and the Hotel Site was given the
designation “8BR240.” The site is listed under either or both designations in the RAI report. In
fact, RAI recorded little of substance about site 8BR240, perhaps because the study focused on
the area’s pre-nineteenth century historical sites (Levy et al. 1984). Since the site is neither prenineteenth century nor prehistoric, RAI may not have considered site 8BR240 a priority based on
the survey focus questions. Completed at the same time was a separate RAI survey of CCAFS,
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which was a survey conducted for the National Parks Service (NPS) which focused on the
contemporary facilities. The study was used to declare many launch complexes and mission
control facilities as National Historic Landmarks. This survey did not include site 8BR240
(Barton et al. 1984).
RAI conducted archival research and formal interviews with local informants. RAI notes
that the method of using local informants may be mundane, but it is often more accurate. Most of
the background information about site 8BR240 comes from former residents and local
informants (Levy et al. 1984). Additional archival research relied on local and state archives to
obtain primary and secondary sources of information regarding the shifting land use of the Cape
and the identification of historical-period structures (Levy et al. 1984).
Site 8BR240 was designated as a “historical archaeological site” (Levy et al. 1984:157)
from the early twentieth century. The site was located using maps that included a United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA) map from 1930 as well as a United States Geological Survey
(USGS) map from 1949. A pedestrian survey and an unknown number of shovel tests were
completed on site, and a single artifact (a Coke bottle produced between 1916 and 1923) was
uncovered. Four century plants were noted, but no location was given other than “along the edge
of the road” (Levy et al. 1984:157). It is unknown which types of “subsurface reconnaissance
techniques” (Levy et al. 1984:61) were conducted at the site; without that information, it is
impossible to examine the methodology or frequency of the shovel testing. There was neither a
corresponding survey map nor a description of the type or number of shovel tests done; a map of
the general area of the site location can be seen in Figure 1, but the site boundaries were not
specified in the report. RAI documented that the stratigraphy of 8BR240 was disturbed by
bulldozing, and the survey showed “that the site had been totally destroyed. No evidence of
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cultural stratigraphy or structural features were noted” (Levy et al. 1984:157). An additional
hindrance to surveying was heavy vegetation obscuring the surface. RAI did not recommend that
any more work be done at the site (Levy et al. 1984).

New South Associates, Inc. Investigation
In 1993, New South Associates, Inc. (NSA) were contracted to conduct a base-wide
archaeological survey at CCAFS that covered existing and new archaeological sites, including
sites visited by RAI in 1982 and 1983. NSA compiled the report for the USACOE. The FMSF
was consulted for site forms and maps of existing sites in the project area; since site 8BR240 had
been discovered in 1984 during the RAI investigation, the site map from RAI and the site form
served to locate 8BR240. During the time that NSA spent at Cape Canaveral, they surveyed 37
previously recorded sites and recorded six new sites (Cantley et al. 1993).
Information was obtained about sites surveyed during the NSA investigation through
archival research and oral histories, much like the RAI investigation. State records (such as the
FMSF and State Historic Preservation Office) and federal records (such as offices at CCAFS)
were consulted for specific information about pre-federal Cape Canaveral as well as general
information about the area. Five individuals were interviewed formally as were two amateur
historians. Questions focused on the land use and the people of the Cape; much of the
background information on site 8BR240 comes from these interviews or from the RAI
investigation (Cantley et al. 1993). Field methodology was also documented by NSA both in
general and in reference to the sites. At site 8BR240, a pedestrian survey was conducted along
transects at 25-meter (82.02 feet) intervals perpendicular to Pier Road. Surface collection was
done via this pedestrian survey. Following the transect determination, 30-cm (11.8-in) diameter
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shovel test pits (STPs) were dug along the transects at 25-m (82.02-ft) intervals. Soil was dryscreened through 0.64-cm (0.25-in) mesh (Cantley et al. 1993).
In contrast to the RAI investigation, site boundaries were outlined by NSA. Based on the
site map from RAI, the estimated site area was “305 m (1,000 ft) northeast/southwest by 120 m
(394 ft) northwest/southwest” (Cantley et al. 1993:193). An update to the site form was
recommended following fieldwork; two distinctive components were defined by NSA based on
spatially distinct artifact clusters east of Pier Road. These were labelled 8BR240A (the Pier) and
8BR240B (the Hotel), with the general site being called the Hotel/Pier Complex by NSA
(Cantley et al. 1993).
The finds documented by NSA were substantially greater than those documented by RAI.
This may be attributed to more meticulous documentation as well as systematic surveying that
incorporated contemporary archaeological methodology standards based on articles such as the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and Air Force Regulations (Cantley et al. 1993).
Designated area 8BR240A was found to be a scatter of historic artifacts in “an area
measuring 100 m (328 ft) northeast/southwest by 60 m (197 ft) northwest/southeast” (Cantley et
al. 1993:193) on Transect 1. Site component 8BR240 was associated with the pier when its
location was compared to the location of the pier in old photographs. Mid-twentieth century
artifacts were identified in the surface scatter, including nails and Fiesta ware. One STP yielded
“cultural material” (Cantley et al. 1993:195). A single prehistoric ceramic sherd was found at the
surface (Cantley et al. 1993). The recorded locations of the sherd and shovel tests can be seen in
Figure 2.
Site component 8BR240B was determined by the scatter of historic artifacts found on the
surface over an area “measuring 90 m (295 ft) northeast/southwest by 60 m (197 ft)
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northwest/southeast” (Cantley et al. 1993: 195). Like 8BR240A, the location of this site was
compared to early photographs and was found to correspond to the previous site of the hotel. The
surface and subsurface collection at this location yielded numerous twentieth-century artifacts
and 29 prehistoric ceramic sherds. A combination of the sherds and dark midden soil at the south
end of the component caused NSA to cite this as a possible Malabar II or later period component
(Cantley et al. 1993). A site map of the surface scatter can be seen in Figure 3.
Site 8BR240 was not located in the High Probability Zone designated by the survey and
was also not designated by NSA as being eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP). NSA, like RAI, found the site to be heavily disturbed, and no component of the
site would be recommended as eligible (Cantley et al. 1993). Again, it is important to note the
systematic survey techniques and systematic data collection that was employed by NSA. The
provenience data for finds, sherd analysis, and individual shovel test pit data were all recorded in
the appendices; the data for site 8BR240 are separated into A and B site components (Cantley et
al. 1993).

Panamerican Consultants, Inc.
In 2008, Panamerican Consultants, Inc. (PCI) conducted an ethnographic study of the
Stinktown site (8BR239) at CCAFS, just north of 8BR240. While the main focus of the study
was site 8BR239, the study also briefly covered additional sites in the vicinity such as 8BR240.
The focus of the study was to better understand the economy and people of the Cape prior to
federal acquisition of the land. This information was compiled for the USACOE and CCAFS in
conjunction with recommendations for the continued management of site 8BR239 and
consideration of the site for inclusion in the NRHP (Buchner et al. 2008).
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The background research utilized published works and official documents as well as
historical records. In addition, informant interviews were conducted with numerous locals who
were recorded and photographed and with seven individuals who agreed to be videotaped. It is
expected that these types of interviews are of higher quality and more informative than
handwritten notes of interviews (Buchner et al. 2008).
Archival research was also conducted through the FMSF database in order to incorporate
archaeological research into the ethnographic study, which was hoped to result in a more
comprehensive study (Buchner et al 2008). Photographs were also collected from archives and
the personal records of local informants; the author noted several photographs that did not
distinguish whether the pier referenced in the photograph was the pier at 8BR239 or 8BR240.
Information about site 8BR240 is split into components A and B, as suggested by the
NSA investigation in 1993. The main sources of information for the ethnographic information
about 8BR240 are the formal interviews and a few historical documents such as newspapers and
census data (Buchner et al. 2008). The information collected on site 8BR240 includes the daily
life of individuals associated with the hotel and pier, the creation and demise of the buildings on
the property, and the role of specific buildings in relation to the fishing economy of the area.
Noted in the report is the existence of a pier prior to 1926 (Buchner et al. 2008). While the
information pertaining to site 8BR240 only spans seven pages in the report by PCI, the
information is heavily cited and incorporates archival research, oral methodologies, and
archaeological data into the overall interpretation and representation of the site.

Historical Account by Sonny Witt
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In 2010, Elbert (Sonny) Witt, the base’s deputy civilian commander and an avocational
historian, independently compiled and published a comprehensive history of Cape Canaveral
titled Drawn to the Light: The History of Cape Canaveral and its People (Drawn to the Light).
While not an academic source of information, his book is well-known to many people at CCAFS
and the Cape and so should be included in this report.
Because it is an informal historical account of Cape Canaveral, there is no methodology
documented in the book. Drawn to the Light has been shown in the past to be inaccurate or
misleading in its representation of facts about other aspects of Cape Canaveral, such as the
number of piers previously located at the Cape or information about the lighthouse. These
inaccuracies have been noted by historians and by archaeologists such as Tom Penders.
In the book Drawn to the Light, site 8BR240 is never referred to by its FMSF designation
and is instead referred to as a hotel, casino, or pier for the duration of the chapter that includes
information about it. References used by Sonny Witt for information about the hotel and pier are
limited to the Cocoa Tribune and a local named Glen Shockey (Witt 2010). Transcripts of
interviews and oral history methodologies are not available for reference regarding information
gained from local informants. Discrepancies can be noted between the information presented by
Witt and the information presented by PCI; for example, PCI and Witt name different builders
for the pier. Considering the lack of detailed methodology and the informal presentation of
information, Drawn to the Light is suspect without further investigation into references cited.

Discussion
The previous archaeological surveys and historical analyses show several shortcomings
when compared to the fieldwork conducted at CCAMP in spring of 2018. Some of these
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shortcomings are representative of the time in which the studies were conducted; advancements
in technology have allowed CCAMP to better document the area and the survey has resulted in a
much greater collection of prehistoric and historic artifacts as well as the identification of two
Cold War-era resources on site.
Limitations of the RAI survey included a lack of systematic surveying completed by the
team as well as poor documentation; the survey does not comply with modern standards of
systematic subsurface testing, and the lack of documentation indicates that the data collation and
mapping and site bounding were not done to current standards either (FDHR 2002). Without
comprehensive maps or descriptions of what kind of testing was done at the site, it is difficult to
evaluate the results. The subsurface surveying techniques employed varied from one site to
another, according to the report; when referring to site 8BR240, the description for shovel testing
is vague. It is impossible to tell what methodologies were employed at the site. In addition, only
a single artifact was recovered from the site. While the report discusses the difficulties of heavy
vegetation encountered at numerous sites, the report for site 8BR240 states only that the site has
been heavily disturbed by bulldozing and does not cite heavy vegetation as the cause of poor
surface visibility. The lack of recovered artifacts is in stark contrast to the NSA investigation and
the CCAMP investigation (Levy et al. 1984).
In comparison, the NSA investigation resulted in better methodology, comprehensive
documentation for future studies to use, and a greater number of artifacts collected. The report
also noted the dark midden soil and the presence of prehistoric artifacts on site, which was also
noted in the CCAMP survey. There were few limitations apparent in the NSA report, but it is
clear from the CCAMP results that there were still significant artifacts and features that were
missed, especially in the surface survey.
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During CCAMP, new technologies were utilized to facilitate documentation. The team
used a Topcon Total Station and ArcGIS to create a topographical map of the site. Combined
with the Topcon station, Global Positioning System (GPS) was used to create a precise map of
the locations of shovel test pits and surface finds. The benefits of using a Geographic
Information System (GIS) and GPS are still being explored. They are resources that no prior
survey has had the opportunity to use. This will be the first topographical map and precise survey
map to be compiled for site 8BR240.
The CCAMP investigation also seeks to uphold all standards of archaeology and
historical research as dictated by the state, federal government, and local institutions. The
investigation follows standards set forth in the Cultural Resource Management Standards and
Operations Manual and the ICRMP for CCAFS (Penders 2015). By utilizing these standards for
documentation, research, surveying, and analysis, the CCAMP investigation seeks to avoid the
pitfalls of previous investigations and provide the highest quality surveying and documentation
at the site so far.
In addition, the CCAMP investigation has brought new discoveries to light. Three of the
most significant finds are a large winch, potentially associated with the pier, as well as two Cold
War-era resources documented in the north area of the site; none of the three were investigated in
the previous surveys. The winch was never found in the surface surveys conducted by RAI or
NSA, showing that important discoveries were missed. In addition, Cold War resources were not
investigated in the previous surveys; however, these resources are just as important to the history
of the site and so have been documented by CCAMP. The Cold War-era resources include a
camera pad and a tracking camera calibration target. Beyond surface discoveries, CCAMP also
found two archaeological features (trash pits) as well as wood debris scatter. This wood debris
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scatter could possibly be associated with the pier, which would give insight to the makeup and
layout of the pier. It should also be noted that while midden was previously found in heavily
disturbed areas of the site, CCAMP discovered prehistoric midden in the south end of 8BR240
that may not have been redeposited. It is only by including new technologies and utilizing a
systematic survey methodology that CCAMP can improve upon the previous investigations.
Conclusion
Analysis of previous investigations allowed the CCAMP researchers to identify pitfalls in
previous investigations and conduct a more comprehensive survey of site 8BR240. While much
was learned through earlier surveys and studies conducted by RAI, NSA, PCI, and Witt, there
were improvements to be made in the current investigation at CCAFS. By conducting a
systematic survey that conforms to the standards set forth by recognized archaeological and
historical institutions, the CCAMP investigation has identified previously missed features of site
8BR240 as evidenced by the identification of Cold War-era resources, prehistoric midden,
additional twentieth-century artifacts, and the pier winch. In addition, new technologies that were
not available during the 1980s and 1990s, such as GIS and GPS, were utilized; as a result, the
CCAMP survey will produce the first topographical map and precise site map of 8BR240. The
archaeological mitigation conducted by CCAMP will prove invaluable to future researchers as
sea levels rise and cover existing coastal sites.
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Figures
Figure 1 – Archaeological Sites on CCAFS (Map 7), Resource Analysts, Inc.

Source: Levy et al. 1984:158
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Figure 2 – Site 8BR240A survey map, New South Associates

Source: Cantley et al. 1993:194
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Figure 3 – Site 8BR240B survey map, New South Associates

Source: Cantley et al. 1993:196
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